
this time. 

The detection and presumed repair of the piping leak in 1993 addressed the primary 

source of the release. Cessation of retail operations at the site in September 1994 and removal 

of the USTs, associated piping and dispensers in early 1995 further eliminated any possibility 

for additional releases at the site. 

While the two soil borings drilled in 1993 demonstrated that affected soil was 

present to a depth of at least 55 feet, the total of eight borings drilled and sampled to depths of 

90 feet in 1994, 1995, and 1997 indicate that (1) the composition and nature of the stratum 

encountered at a depth of about 57 feet effectively retards the downward migration of 

petroleum hydrocarbons and (2) residual petroleum hydrocarbon constituents, including 

MTBE, attenuate to or very near to non-detect concentrations at a depth of 90 feet. This is. 

more than 100 feet above the underlying water bearing zone. Given the fact that the soil type 

below 90 feet and to a depth of about 210 feet is similar to the soil in the 60 to 90 foot depth 

interval, it is unlikely that detectable concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons could impact 

groundwater at a depth of 230 feet. This conclusion is strengthened by the fact that in April 

1996 (at least three years after the release had occurred) and again in August 1998, 

groundwater samples from the supply well located only 200 feet from the site indicated “non 

detect” MTBE. the most mobile and persistent constituent released at the site. In addition to 

“non-detect” MTBE, August 1998 water quality sampling results likewise indicated “non- 

detect” for all gasoline and chlorinated solvent constituents. 

The construction and pumping characteristics of the water supply well indicate that it 

captures the deeper groundwater directly beneath petitioner’s site. Given the fact that the 

capture zone underlies petitioner’s site, any constituents escaping detection in the vadose zone 
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and somehow penetrating to the deeper water bearing zone should be readily detected in the 

pumping well. Thus, these recurrent “non-detect” analyses years after the leak source was 

eliminated indicate that hypothetical pathways extending through the vadose zone to 

groundwater probably do not exist at this particular site. Furthermore; these “non-detects” are 

consistent with the extensive quantitative soil analytical data which indicate that petroleum 

constituents have migrated less than 100 feet vertically, that the bulk of residual constituents 

are adsorbed to soil between the depths.of 20-60 feet, and that cessation of the leak, source 

removal, and natural geologic factors altogether provide adequate protection of beneficial uses 

of deeper groundwater. 

In spite of the above analysis, several factors lead to the denial of the request for 

closure of this site at this time. The close proximity of a domestic supply well to the area of the 

release and the possibility of vertical migration must be taken into consideration. Protection of 

a groundwater supply well for domestic use in an essentially desert area leads to the need for a 

cautious approach when considering closure of this site. This is especially true since MTBE, a 

relatively new pollutant of concern, is present at the site. In addition, no remediation has taken 

place and it appears that there are appropriate treatment methods that could greatly reduce the 

mass of residual petroleum at the site. Finally, both the County and the Santa Ana RWQCB 

have expressed significant concern about the remaining soil contamination and its threat to the 

beneficial uses of the underlying groundwater in the area. In light of the above factors, it 

would be premature to close the site at this time. 

III. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

1. Corrective action should be taken to protect human health, safety, and the 

environment and to protect current and potential beneficial uses of water at this site. 

2. The UST Cleanup Fund manager should work with the County to ensure that 

some reasonable amount of remediation takes place to reduce the remaining soil contamination 

at the site. 

3. The case should not be closed until there is a greater degree of assurance that the 

rl) 

remaining MTBE contamination at the site will not impact the nearby domestic supply well. 
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4. The above actions should be completed with all deliberate speed so that the 

petitioner’s case may be closed as quickly as possible. 

IV. ORDER 
I 

.. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that petitioner’s request for closure of its case is 

denied. I 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned, Administrative Assistant to the Board, does hereby certify that the foregoing 
is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the 
State Water Resources Control Board.held on October 22,1998. 

AYE: John Caffrey 
Marc Del Piero 
Mary Jane Forster 
John W. Brown 

NO: None 

ABSENT: None 

ABSTAIN: James M. Stubchaer 

8 


